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Remarks / Argument s 

In this Amendment, Applicant has canceled Claims 
19-39 from further consideration in this application and 
amended Claims ,-: ; . x as shown. Applicant is not conceding 
that the subject matter encompassed by claims 19-39 is not 
patentable. Claims 19-39 were canceled in this Amendment 
to facilitate expeditious prosecution of the remaining 
claims. Applicant respectfully reserves the right to pursue 
additional claims, including the subject matter encompassed 
by Claims 19-39, as presented prior to this Amendment in 
one or more continuing applications. 

In paragraph 2 of the office action, Examiner rejects 
Claims 37 and 39 under 35 USC 112, second paragraph as 
being indefinite. As discussed supra, applicant has 
canceled these claims making the rejection moot. Applicant 
may address Examiners rejection in any subsequent 
continuing application. 

In paragraph 6-7 Examiner rejects Claims 1-39 under 
USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over Roberts (US 
20030135584, refers to "Roberts 584") in view of Roberts 
(US6792605, refers to "Roberts 605") . 

Roberts 584 and 605 teach a web service application 
(WSA) that includes a template having user selectable 
"Features" to provide flexibility in customizing the WSA 
(Roberts 584 paragraph 94) . Applicant assumes Examiner 
construes the Roberts WSA as being equivalent to the novel 
encapsulated program created by user GUI interconnecting 
actions of a plurality of programs of the present 
invention. Roberts is silent on any GUI actions 
interconnecting "feature services" to form the WSA. The 
present invention provides a GUI mechanism for a user to 
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create programs (encapsulated programs) from a plurality of 
GUI representations of programs including one or more web 
services (WSA's) . 

Examiner says as to Claims 1 and 12, Roberts 584 
teaches "A method for creating a first computer program at 
a first computer system in a web services environment, the 
method comprising the steps of: 

responsive to a GUI (graphical user interface) user 
action (Fig 6, 600), moving a first representation of a 
first web service program into a common storage partition 
of the first computer system (Fig 5 and Fig 6, 606 where 
feature list contains feature services 1, 2, 3)," Applicant 
disagrees. The feature list is part of a Roberts 584 web 
service Application (WSA) provided to a user to customize 
the WSA web service program. Thus, the feature list is not 
a program or a "first web service program" as shown in the 
specification and claims. Furthermore, a feature of a 
feature list is not a "first representation of a first web 
service program" as shown in the claim. A feature is an 
"input parameter" and is used by a feature service but does 
is not a representation of the feature service. Examiner 
says a "feature list contains feature services" which is 
not correct. The feature list lists user editable 
parameters of feature services, where a feature service is, 
for example, a separate web service for which parameters 
from the feature list are provided (Roberts 584 Figs 5-6). 

Examiner says Roberts 584 teaches "responsive to a GUI 
user action, moving a second representation of a second 
program into the common storage partition of the first 
computer system (Fig 5, feature service 2);" Applicant 
disagrees. As shown supra, the feature services do not have 
any "second representation" and are not a "second program" 
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nor do they have any "second representation of a second 
program" as shown in the claim. 

Examiner says Roberts 584 teaches "responsive to a GUI 
user action, interconnecting the first representation of 
the first web service program with the second 
representation of the second program in the common storage 
partition of the first computer system wherein the first 
web service program and the second program cooperate to 
perform a desired function by way of the interconnection 
(Fig 5, Paragraph 107 interconnection feature services 1, 
2);" Applicant disagrees. Roberts 584 is silent on 
"responsive to a GUI action, interconnecting the first 
representation of the first web service program with the 
second representation of the second program". In fact the 
cited reference is silent on a user action interconnecting 
the listed features (which are not programs) which are in a 
template and whose feature services are already connected. 
Also, as shown supra, the Roberts 584 features are 
paramaters and not representations of Roberts 584 feature 
services. Roberts 584 flowchart as shown in Fig. 5 shows 
Features are not interconnected but rather are connected in 
the flowchart to feature services, therefore, even if 
Examiner construes features as being representations of 
programs, the features are not interconnected at all but 
are only connected to respective feature services by the 
flowchart. Furthermore, the Roberts 584 flowchart of Fig. 5 
is a logical representation for teaching the Roberts 584 
system and are not user GUI representations. Roberts 
contemplated 584 GUI representations of features is shown 
Roberts 584 Fig. 8 for example and are merely items on a 
list, are not interconnected by any user action and do not 
represent any feature service. 
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Examiner says Roberts 584 teaches "responsive to a GUI 
user action, saving to storage an interconnected 
representation of the first web service program and second 
representation of the second program as a first 
encapsulated program (Fig. 6, 610; paragraph 125: where the 
feature service 610 is the encapsulated program of all the 
feature services in the feature list 606);" Applicant 
disagrees. Roberts is silent on any interconnected 
representation of programs as shown supra. 

Therefore, Claims 1 and 12 are allowable, which 
allowance is respectfully requested. 

Examiner fails to address the limitations in Claim 12 

of: 

"responsive to a GUI user action, moving a modifier 
representation of an interconnection function into the 
common storage partition of the first computer system;" 

and 

"responsive to a GUI user action, interconnecting any 
one of the first representation or the second 
representation with the modifier representation;". Since 
these limitations are not found in the references cited, 
Applicant respectfully requests allowance of Claim 12. 



In paragraph 18, Examiner says Roberts 584 teaches Claims 
10 and 16 "the method according to claim 1, wherein the 
moving, interconnecting and saving to storage the 
interconnected representation steps are performed by a Drag 
and Drop operation on a GUI display on any one of the first 
computer system or a remote computer system (paragraph 
120) . Applicant disagrees, the cited reference is to 
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manipulating the feature list which as shown supra is not 
an interconnected representation as shown in the claims. 
Therefore, Claims 10 and 16 are allowable, which allowance 
is respectfully requested. 

In paragraph 20, Examiner says Roberts 584 teaches Claim 13 
"the method according to claim 12 wherein the 
interconnection function comprises any one of a parallel 
execution connection, a serial execution connection, a data 
normalizer function, an algebraic function, a Boolean 
function, a one to many interconnection function, a many to 
one interconnection function, a many to many 

interconnection function, a switching function, a filtering 
function, or a monitoring function (Fig. 5) . Applicant 
disagrees, as shown supra, Roberts is silent on any 
interconnection function interconnecting representations of 
programs as shown in the claim. Furthermore, the Roberts 
references are silent on an interconnection function having 
a modifier representation as shown in the claim. Therefore, 
Claim 13 is allowable, which allowance is respectfully 
requested. 

In paragraph 21, Examiner says Roberts 584 teaches "the 
method according to claim 12 wherein the interconnection 
function determines an input to output path through the 
modifier wherein the path is determined by a value of an 
input to the modifier (paragraph 10 7) ." Applicant 
disagrees. As shown supra, the Roberts references are 
silent on an interconnection function having a modifier 
representation as shown in the claim. Furthermore, the 
reference is silent on determining any path through any 
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interconnecting modifier being determined by a value of an 
input to the modifier. Therefore, Claim 14 is allowable, 
which allowance is respectfully requested. 

As Claims 2-11 and Claims 13-18 depend on respective 
allowable Claims 1 and 12, Claims 2-11 and Claims 13-18 are 
also allowable, which allowance is respectfully requested. 

Applicant submits therefore that the Application is 
allowable, which allowance is respectfully requested. 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED 

/John E Campbell/ #52,687 

BY: 
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Registration No. 52,687 
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